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Argmnen' Against Propoaition Ro. 7 
This proposed constitutional amendment 
would change the established practice of in-
vesting retirement funds in bonds and would 
allow the Legislature to authorize the invest-
ment of pension or retirement funds, other 
than the teacher's retirement fund, in stock, 
shares, or other obligations of any corpo-
ration. 
I believe it is necessary that we under-
stand the fundamental difference between 
bonds and equities as they are affected by 
the market. A bond is an obligation of the 
issuer to pay a certain sum of money at a set 
maturity date and pay a speeified rate of 
interest during interim between issue and 
maturity. A stock, on the other hand, repre-
sents a share of ownership in a business, 
with no fixed value or amount, even though 
issued at par, and there is no fixed rate of 
return. The exception to this statement lies 
in preferred stocks which have fixed value 
and set interest obligations on the part of 
the isllUer. 
The Legislature sets the policy for the ad-
ministration of public retirement funds, the 
control of which includes broad outlines for 
investment policies. 
The proponents of the legislation suggest 
a committee composed of retired personnel, 
taxpayers, and a technical member, able to 
'nalyze the market and invest properly. 
":owever, no such safeguard establishing a 
.echnical committee is provided in this con-
stitutional amendment, so therefore, there 
mayor may not be a technical group admin-
istering these funds. 
The fluctuation of market values would 
greatly affect the sale of these securities, In 
order to realize a top profit, the securities 
would have to be sold at top market value. 
NeedlesS to say, it may be impractical at 
times to hold on to the securities until the 
time that a profit would be realized. In such 
a case, a loss would result from their sale. 
One of the main questions which remains 
unanswered by the proponents of this meas-
ure is, who will share in the depreciation of 
market values and in the decline in benefits 
to the retired personnel, or who would share 
in the unrealized profits when the securities 
are sold at top market value or when divi-
dends are paid f 
A special fund would be necessary to pro-
tect fund losses due to depreciated values. 
No provision is made for a special fund dur-
ing these fluctuating periods. Retired person-
nel would not condone the reduction of their 
benefits during these periods. 
The question arises then, who would un-
derwrite the losses occurred by the reduction 
in equities in the pension fund f Of course, 
the taxpayer would have to underwrite these 
losses. In other words, there are serious 
drawbacks inherent in equity securities 
which do not make them suitable invest-
mentsfor public funds. The risk of public 
monies involved is too great for the benefits 
to be derived. The system up to this period, 
has been comparatively free of risks which 
would endanger the investment funds. 
I voted against this Assembly Constitu-
tional Amendment in the Legislature, and I 
am urging the public to do likewise. 
Thank you. 
W. BYRON RUMFORD 
Member of California Assembly 
17th District, Berkeley 
SUPBRIOR COURT .J1JDGBS: BLBCTIOR III COlJllTIB8 OVU 700,000 
POPULATIOR. Sena" OoDStitutional Amendment Ro. 21. Makes 
8 procedure for election of superior court judges when only incum-bent files nomination papers applicable in counties with more than 
700,000 people rather than counties with more than 5,000,000 people. RO 
(Por Pull Text of Measure, See Page 11, Pan D) 
Analysis by the Legislative Ooumel 
This measure would amend Section 6 of 
}, rticle VI of the Constitution to make cer-
tain provisions governing the election of 
superior court judges applicable in a county 
, or city and county having a population of 
700,000 or more, whereas under the existing 
law the provisions are applicable only in a 
coUnty or city and county having a popula-
tion in excess of 5,000,000. 
The provisions in question declare that in 
a county or city and county of the specified 
size the name of an incumbent superior court 
iudge . seeking reelection would not appear 
,n the ballot at the general election if the 
judge is unopposed and no petition is. fil~d 
indicating an intent to conduct a wnte-m 
campaign for someone else. Under these cir-
cumstances the incumbent judge would be 
decl ared reelected on the day of the general 
election without having had his name appear 
on the ballot. These provisions, according to 
the 1960 federal census, are now applicable 
only to elections in Los Angeles County, but 
this measure would make them applicable 
in San Diego, Alameda, San Francisco and 
Orange County elections also. 
Argument in Pavor of Proposition Ro. 8 
This proposal would delete from the ballot 
the names of unopposed Superior Court 
judges in counties with populations over 
700,000. 
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A shorter ballot and a saving of time of 
voters and -election workers are the purposes 
of the amendment. A tax saving will also 
benefit county taxpayers. 
The voters adopted by 2-1 a similar pro-
posal in 1962, applying only to Los Angeles 
County (voters in Los Angeles County ap-
proved by about 4-1). The current proposal 
would apply only to the Counties of Ala-
meda"San Diego, San Francisco and Orange. 
Other count*s would be all'ected as they 
reach the population limit. 
Taxpayers in each county would save an 
estimat.ed $30,000 in each election by adop-
tion of the' amendment. 
In the last ten years, 88%, 100%, 95%, 
and 95% of Superior Court judges for San 
Francisco, Orange, San Diego, and Alameda 
Counties, respectively, were unopposed. 
This amendment would have no applica-
tion whatever in event a judge is opposed, 
and it would not be ell'ective when a write-in 
campaign is undertaken. . 
To obtain a shorter bgllot and to reduce 
the cost of elections, you are urged to sup-
port deletion of the names of unopposed 
Superior Court judges. 
Vote YES on Proposition No.8. 
JOHN W. HOLMDAHL 
State Senator 
Alameda County 
Argument in Pavor of PropoaitioD Ro. 8 
AYes Vote on this proposed' Constitu-
tional Amendment is • vote to bestow upon 
a county, or city and county with a popula-
tion of more than 700,000 the benefits now 
realized, under Section 6 of Article VI of the 
Constitution, by only Los Angeles County. 
If passed this amendment would give 
meaning to the contested offices, as the voters 
would be able to ascertain immediately from 
the ballot which seats were being contested. 
AYes Vote would mean that in the 
counties encompassed, the length of the bal-
lot would be measurably shortened, resulting 
in greater economy, speed up in vote count-
ing and reporting and a more accurate 
result. 
The amendment when adopted would re-
alize to the taxpayers of these counties a 
savings of approximately $30,000.00 per 
election. 
Write-in campaigns would be enhanced by 
the passing and adoption of this amendment 
because of doubling the opportunity for 
write-in campaign and would give the voter 
more opportunity to .remove unqualified 
judges from office. 
A yes vote is a vote for a more efficient 
government. 
Vote Yes on Proposition No.8. 
FRANK S. PETERSE:-r 
State Senator 
Mendocino and Lake Counties 
.&rgll1lYb1t Agaiut PropoRtiOD Ro. 8 
This proposed amendment is but anothei. 
step in the direction of removing judicial of-
fices from the electoral process altogether. 
In 1962, the people were urged to vote for 
Proposition 21, which only a1I'ected Los 
Angeles County. As adopted, it authorizes 
automatic reelection of judges in that Coun-
ty when there are no opposing candidates. 
Now we are asked to apply this same proce-
dure to all counties with a population over 
700,000. This change would include four more 
counties - San Diego, Alameda, San Fran-
cisco, and Orange. 
The 1962 amendment was justified: (1) as 
focusing attention on contested offices, (2) 
as facilitating write-in campaigns against in-
cumbent judges, (3) as being more econom-
ical and speeding up ballot counting be-
cause it shortened the ballot, (4) providing 
more general election contests, and (5) as 
informing the incumbent of oppositiob:. 
Arguments of this type avoid the real 
issue of whether judges should be elected at 
all. 
As a practical matter, most judges are 
never really passed on by the people. Most 
judges are first appointed by the Govemor-
not elected by the people. Thereafter they 
are reelected time after time without opposi-
tion, because, as is common knowledge, it is 
extremely difficult to unseat an incumben 
judge and most quali1ied candidates-attol 
neys-are reluctant to incur the judge's dis-
pleaaure by running against him. Conse-
quently, the people have little or no say in 
determining who are to be their judges. 
This proposed change will further impair 
the right of the people to select their judges. 
If this change is adopted, in the counties 
a1I'ected many people will never know who 
their judges are--unless they make special 
ell'ort to find out. 
Election of public officers by the people is 
fundamental in a free society. It is obviously 
more expensive to require all candida~es 
names to appear on the ballot. Yet, if pleas 
of economy and brevity are meaningful as 
applied to judges, the argument could be 
made that all elected officials· should be re-
elected unless someone :files against them. 
This procedure, however, would violate our 
most fundamental and cherished democratic 
traditions and privileges. Similarly, as ap-
plied to judges, the people should not give 
up a fundamental right for reasons of econ-
omy or brevity of the ballot. 
We should not permit any candidate for 
public office to be considered elected without 
a single vote being cast in his favor. All 
elected officials should submit their candi-
dacies and records to the voters at regular 
intervals for their approval or rejection. 
A measure lIuch as this is justified as mak-
ing write-in campaigns easier by providing 
-lJ-
~cific procedures to follow. Actually, the 
atrary is true. If the write-in campaign is 
not started soon enough-or if the notice re-
quired is not filed within the time limits 
specified-the incumbent's name will not ap-
pear on the ballot, the office will not be 
listed, and no voter opposition can be ex-
pressed. 
For the foregoing reasons, the voters are 
urged to reject thIs proposal and preserve 
their right to vote. 
SENATOR JACK SCHRADE 
40th District-San Diego County 
SENATOR ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
33rd District-Ventura County 
OOUNTY SUPERVISORIAL DISTRIOT BOUNDARIES. Senate Ocmati-
tutional Amendment No. 3.· Provides that all counties, except as 
9 provided by Legislature, shall be subject to general laws relating to supervisorial district boundary adjustments. 
YES 
NO 
(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 11, Pa.rt n) 
Analysis by the Legislative Oounsel 
The State Constitution now permits the 
TJegislature to enact general and uniform laws 
for the election and appointment of boards of 
supervisors, but authorizes a chartered county 
to supersede such a law by a charter pro-
vision. 
This measure would require that all 
counties whether governed by general law or 
charter follow the general laws relating to th,1l 
adjustment of boundaries of supervisorial dis-
tricts, unless otherwise provided by the Legis-
lature. 
Argument in Pavor of Proposition No. 9 
Senate Constitutional Amendment No. 3 
"mends the Constitution of California in re-
gard to redistricting of the supervisorial dis-
tricts in the 58 counties of the State, with 
the exception of San J4'rancisco, and is neces-
sary in order to provide uniformity between 
the general law counties of the State and the 
eleven counties which have charters. 
There are .some six counties in the State 
with charters which make a provision for 
redistricting; there are five other counties 
with charters that could be amended and 
provide conflicting and non-uniform proce-
dures for redistricting. 
Senate Constitutional Amendment 3 sim-
ply states that every general law and charter 
county, except as otherwise provided by the 
Legislature, shall be subject to thegen'hal 
laws adopted by the Legislature relating to 
the adjustment of boundaries of supervisorial 
districts. By this method we will be able to 
accomplish uniformity. 
Without such a Constitutional Amendment 
the counties with charters could set up dif-
ferent procedures and di:ti:erent times in con-
nection with redistricting following each 
federal census. 
It is very important that all counties con-
duct their redistricting at uniform times and 
under uniform procedures. 
This measure has the support of the 
County Supervisors Association of California 
and passed the Senate without opposition. 
The California State Junior Chamber of 
Commerce also supports this Proposition. 
CLARK L. BRADLEY 
State Senator 
18th Senatorial District 
CALIFORNIA JR. CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 
By: CHARLES P. BUCARIA, 
State Chairman 
STATE SOHOOL PUND. Senate Constitutional Amendment No. 9. 
Repeals provision requiring that proceeds from sale of lands granted YES 
1 0 
to State by United States for school support, estates of persons who 
have died without a will or heir, and money granted by United 
States for sale of land in State be kept in a perpetual fund with 
interest therefrom and income from unsold lands being used solely Ne 
for school support. 
(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 12, Part U) 
Analysis by the Legislative Oounsel 
This measure repeals Section 4 of Article 
TX of the Constitution which now creates a 
'uerpetual fund" and requires the interest 
,erefrom, together with all the rents of cer-
tain unsold lands mentioned below, to be in-
violably appropriated to the support of the 
public Rchools. The "fund" is composed of 
the proceeds of the sale or disposition of lands 
granted by the United States to California 
for support of the public schools and of the 
500,000 acres of land distributed to California 
as a new State by the United States, plus the 
proceeds of estates of deceased persons who 
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AlOB aOUBT..mDCJB8: BLBO!l'IO. Dr 1J01JlI'1'IB8 'OVU 700,000 
POPULA'l'IO.. 8eDa&e 0cmItt.mti0Dal AmepdmeD\ .0. 111. Makes 
procedure for election of superior court judges when only incum-
bent files uominationpapers applicable in counties with more than 
700,000 people rather than counties with more than 5,000,000 people. 
(This 1)ropoee~ amendment expreBBly 
amends an existing section of the Constitu· 
tion; therefore, UI8!'IIfG PBOVISIOn 
proposed to be DIILZ'lBD are printed in 
SnUKB{W'I' ~. and OW PBOVI-
SIOn proposed to be IB'SU'l'BD are 
printed in BLAOK-rA:llBD 'l"YPB.) 
PBOPosm AMBImlllBlf'l' '1'0 
AB'1'IOLB VI 
SEC. 6. There shall be in each of the or· 
ganized eounties, or cities and counties, of 
the State, a superior court, for each of which 
at least one judge shall be elected by the 
qualified electors of the county, or city and 
county, at the general state election, except 
that in any county or city and county con· 
taining a population of 1i,9OO,GGG 9P more 
thaD 700,000, as determined by the last pre· 
ceding federally published deceunial census, 
in which only the incumbent has filed nomi· 
nation papers for the ofllce of superior court 
judge, his name shall not appear on the 
l-~ 110t unleBB there is filed with the county 
"k or registrar of voters, within 20 days 
. or the final date for filing nomination 
papers for the ofllce, a petition indicating 
that a write.in campaign will be conducted 
for the oflloe and signed by 100 registered 
voters qualifled to vote withrespeot to the 
oflloe. 
If a petition indicating that a write·in 
campaign will be_ducted for the ofllce at 
the general election.,signed by 100 registered 
voters qualified to vote with respect to the 
ofllce, is filed with the county clerk or regia-
trar of voters not less than 45 days before 
the general election, the name of the incum· 
!}ent shall be placed on the' general election 
ballot if it has not appeared on the direct 
primary election ballot. 
There may be as many sessions of a su· 
perior court, at the same time, as there are 
judges elected, appointed or &88igned 
thereto. The judgments, orders, and proceed. 
ings of any session of a superior court, held 
by anyone or more of the judges sitting 
therein, shall be equally effectual as though 
all the judges of said court presided at such 
session. 
If, in conformity with this section, the 
name of the incumbent does not appear 
either on the primary ballot or general elec· 
tion ballot, the county clerk or registrar of 
voters, on the day of the general eleetion, 
shall declare the incumbent reelected. 
OOlJlft'Y 8UPDVI80:&IAL DIBT:&IO'1' B01JlO)A:&D:B. Senate Oonsti-
9 
\utional Amendmem Bo. 3. Provides that all counties, except as 
provided by Legislature, lihall be subject to general laws relating 
to sUpervisorial district boundary adjustments. 
(Tlris proposed amendment does not ex· 
pre88ly amend any existing section of the 
Constitution, but adds a new section thereto; 
therefore, the provisions thereof are printed 
'ip. BLAOJ[.FACBD TYPB to indicate that 
they are B'BW.) 
PBOPOBm AMBImIDB"l' '1'0 
AB'1'IOLII XI 
DC. Ii.l. !:very general law and char· 
tered county, except as o\herwiae provided 
by the Legisla.\ure, shall be subject w the_ 
general laws relating w the adjust.m.en\ of 
bounda.riea of county supervisorial dimictB. 
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